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Southern Regional Research Project SM 19
This report contains findings from a study that is a contributing project to
Southern Regional Research Project SM 19, "Motivational Factors in Consumer
Purchases of Beef as Related to Objective Measurements Used to Predict Beef
Acceptability." This study relates to the objective "To Determine and Appraise the
Motivation Factors that Affect Consumers in Their Purchase of Beef," on which the
Agricultural Experiment Stations of Alabama, Georgia, and Texas also have projects.
Motivations in Consumer Purchases of Beef
Betty L. Woods^ and Martha C. Jenkins^
Consumer satisfaction with beef that has been selected in the market
and prepared and served at home is of prime concern to the livestock
breeder and feeder, and to the processor or retailer.
Optimum eating satisfaction to the consumer and reasonable returns
for the producer-handler are mutually rewarding to each group. The
accomplishment of both goals is necessary to assure complete satisfaction
for both producer and consumer. The rapidly expanding population
and the increasing per capita consumption of beef certainly point out
a need for a better understanding of the requirements of each group
in order to facilitate reaching these goals.
This study attempts to determine and appraise the motivations that
influence consumers when they purchase beef. Since the homemaker
usually buys the beef for the family, or directs its purchase through
earlier decisions concerning menus, her reasons for selection are im-
portant. The "whys" of her decisions should serve as guides to the pro-
ducer and the retailer as well as the advertiser.
Many factors influence the consumer's decisions in the purchase of
beef. Often she can enumerate these factors easily. In some cases the
consumer may not be aware of the actual motivations or may have
difficulty in verbalizing them. For these reasons, the schedule used in this
study included direct, indirect, and projective-type questions. The pro-
jective methods used were cartoons and hypothetical situations. Most
of the data obtained from the "situation" questions were reported in an
earlier bulletin.^
Procedure
A survey was made in the spring of 1960 of 588 families in Shreveport,
Lake Charles, and Monroe, three of Louisiana's largest cities excluding
New Orleans and Baton Rouge. The sample was randomly drawn from
households listed in Polk's City Street Directory of each city. To reduce
travel time between sample households, the sample elements were drawn
in clusters of five. See Table 1 for the number of households in each city.
In each city, interviewers were hired and trained by the Hom.e
Economics Marketing Research staff. House-to-house interviews were
conducted and data were obtained from the homemaker or the person
responsible for purchasing the meat. Interviewers made at least four at-
tempts to contact the sample household before an alternate was taken.
The schedule was finalized after a review of the results of two pilot
lAssistant Professor, School of Home Economics, Louisiana State University.
2lnstructor, School of Home Economics, Louisiana State University.
sWoods, Betty, and Ganata Jo Nettles, Status of Meats as Interpreted From Meat
Situations, Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin 557, October, 1962.
3
TABLE 1.-Population of Sample by City
Number
City Population in sample




Studies, one of which included 100 families randomly sampled from
households in Baton Rouge. The schedule included direct questions, in-
direct questions, and cartoons and situations which were projective in
nature. The projective techniques used were designed with the aim of
obtaining attitudes and feelings toward beef and marketing practices
that might not have been verbalized by the respondents. The Appendix
includes one cartoon representative of those included in the question-
naire (Appendix Form 1).
Data from the schedules were edited, coded, and punched into IBM
cards. Summary tables were made from the answer sheets. These data
were then analyzed by the Home Economics Marketing Research staff.
Summary of Findings
Respondents reported through structured questions that they con-
sidered cost the most important factor in selecting beef. The amount,
color, and texture of the lean, and the USDA grade and/or USDA in-
spection stamp ranked almost as high in importance. General appearance
of the cut and the nutritive value of the meat were listed often as factors
influencing choices.
More white than non-white respondents listed USDA grade and/or
USDA inspection stamp as a motivating factor. USDA grade and/or
USDA inspection stamp and the cost of beef were considered more
often by families with very low and high incomes than by those in
the middle income groups. Homemakers with elementary education
and those with graduate training considered cost of beef more often than
did those with high school training.
In response to projective questions of why homemakers bought var-
ious cuts of beef, economy or cost again ranked first. The expected flavor
and the versatility of the cut rated second and third, respectively, in
reasons for buying. Other reasons listed often were ease of preparation,
family preference, and expected tenderness.
As reasons for buying round steak, economy, expected flavor, and cut
for a special purpose were listed most often. By far the most popular
reason listed for selecting rib roast was expected flavor. Next in im-
portance was expected tenderness. Versatility and economy were reasons
given by almost one-half of all respondents for purchasing ground beef.
Economy was listed most often as a reason for buying chuck pot roast.
The second most important reason was expected flavor.
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Respondents' Guides for Predicting Tenderness
The color of beef was the indication of tenderness most often relied
upon by consumers. The grain or texture of the lean and amount of fat
were second and third place factors. Three times as many white as non-
white respondents listed either outside fat or marbling as an indication
of tenderness. As the education of the homemaker increased, so did the
percentage of respondents who listed large amount of fat and marbling
as indications of tenderness. Flavor or taste was given most often as a
reason for buying beef with outside fat.
Shopping Habits of Respondents
More than half of the respondents reported that husbands sometimes
shopped with them. Forty-two percent of the respondents indicated that
husbands sometimes shopped alone. Husbands of younger homemakers
took a more active part in the purchase of meat than did those of older
homemakers.
One-half of the families made meat purchases about once a week.
Families in the high income level made more frequent meat purchases
than did any other group. Slightly more respondents decided what meat
to purchase before getting to the store than after arriving at the store
(54 and 44 percent). Husbands who were younger took a more active
part in deciding what meat would be served.
Reasons given most frequently for purchasing meat at a certain store
were quality of meat, economy, and convenience of location. The per-
centage of families who listed quality of the meat increased as family
income increased. Generally, as the occupational level of the husbands
increased, the percentage who listed quality and economy as reasons for
buying meat at a certain store increased.
Sources of Help in Learning to Select Beef
In learning to select beef at least half of the respondents replied that
trial and error or experience was the best teacher. Family and friends
and the butcher rated high in the list of sources of help. Many home-
makers indicated that their husbands taught them a great deal about
selecting beef.
As the educational level of the husband increased, the percentage of
homemakers listing the husband as helpful in learning to select beef
increased. Television as a source of help decreased as the husband's
educational level increased.
As the homemaker's education increased, the number of respondents
who listed home economics classes and newspapers and magazines in-
creased, and those lisiting trial and error decreased.
More respondents listed television, cookbooks, and home economics




The sample was composed of 588 households, of which 212 were
located in Monroe, 196 in Shreveport, and 180 in Lake Charles. Indi-
vidual families represented a wide range in income, educational level,
occupation, and level-o£-living.
Forty-seven percent of the families studied reported an annual income
of less than $4,000. An annual income of $4,000 to $8,000 was reported
by 36 percent of the total families. Only 17 percent of the families were
classified in the high income group ($8,000 and over) . The median
family income for the state is $4,272, according to the U. S. Census
Bureau, Statistical Abstract of United States 1961.
The husbands' levels of education were divided into three categories:
(1) none or elementary, (2) high school, and (3) college and other.
Thirty-two percent of the respondents had husbands in the high school
group. Twenty-six percent of the respondents had husbands who had an
elementary education, while 24 percent had college training.
The educational levels of the homemakers were grouped in the same
manner as those of the husbands. The pattern of distribution was also
the same, with the larger percentage (49) of the homemakers being in
the high school group. The elementary group ranked second with 27
percent and the college group was third with 23 percent.
The husbands' occupations were categorized into five groups. The
professional group included professional, technical, managers, and kin-
dred workers. The next group, clerical, was composed of clerical, sales,
and kindred workers. The skilled category included craftsmen, foremen,
operative, and kindred workers. Service workers and laborers were
grouped as service. The final group, unemployed, included those who
were unemployed or retired. Of these groups, 26 percent of the husbands
held professional positions, while 26 percent were skilled workers.
Twelve percent were service workers, 7 percent clerical workers, and 8
percent unemployed.
The majority of the women were full-time homemakers—69 percent
responded that they did not work for pay outside the home. Approxi-
mately one-fourth of those who worked outside the home were employed
part time. Almost two-thirds of the families owned their homes. The
majority of the homes, about 70 percent, ranged in size from four
through six rooms.
The level-of-living score for each respondent was obtained from a
list of goods and services available in the respondent's home. The items
included certain household appliances, maid service, heating and cooling
systems, etc. Respondents were given 1 point for each item owned, ex-
cept for central heating and central air conditioning systems, which
rated 2 and 4 points, respectively. If the respondents owned two or
more of any one item, they received 2 points for that category. Although















































































































































































































































































































scored from 3 through 6. At least one television set, bathroom, and tele-
phone were reported by the majority of the families; about one-half had
at least one automobile; and families having central air conditioning,
maid service, central heating, home freezers, and air conditioning units
were definitely in the minority.
The average family interviewed in this sample was composed of 3.4
persons, which compares closely with that of the state as a whole—3.57,
as reported by the U. S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of United
States 1961. Almost 50 percent of the homemakers and about 43 percent
of the husbands were between 30 and 50 years of age. Almost 21 percent
of the homemakers reported no husband.
Respondents who had grown up in Louisiana (48 percent in North
Louisiana and 22 percent in South Louisiana) represented about 70
percent of the total sample. Almost 20 percent had grown up in another
southern state. Most of the respondents had lived in Louisiana more
than 10 years.
When grouped according to race, about 73 percent of the respondents
were white and 27 percent were non-white. According to the 1960 census
of the population of the state, 67.9 percent of the persons in Louisiana
were white and 32.1 percent were non-white. The predominant religion
of the respondents was Protestant, accounting for 79 percent of all
families. Slightly over 15 percent were Roman Catholic, and most of the
remaining families were Jewish or reported mixed marriages (Table 2)
.
General Motivations in Purchasing Beef
Many factors influence the consumer in her purchase of beef as w^ell
as other meats. Sometimes the consumer may not be aware of these fac-
tors or their relative influence on her decisions. In one question, respon-
dents were asked to select, from a set of structured answers, the most
important factors in the purchase of beef; in another, projective-type
questions in the form of cartoons were asked about specific beef cuts
(Appendix Form 1).
Motivations Interpreted From Structured Answers
The structured answers arranged for the respondents to check were
derived from a list of factors influencing the purchase of beef reported
by respondents interviewed in two earlier pilot studies.* Handcards were
made from this list of factors mentioned most often as influencing the
purchase of beef. Respondents in the present study were each given a
set of handcards. They were asked to choose six factors most important
in their own selection of beef and to arrange the factors in the order
of importance.
The factor chosen most often (18 percent) as being first in importance
Unpublished data, School of Home Economics, Louisiana State University.
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in the purchase of beef was USDA grade and/ or USDA inspection stamp.
Next came cost of beef, and general appearance of cut, accounting for
16 and 12 percent, respectively, of the respondents. Slightly more than
8 percent listed "nutritive value or fits diet" as being most important
and about the same percentage gave amount, color, and texture of lean.
Less than 6 percent of the respondents listed any other single factor
as being most important, indicating that the factors enumerated here in
fact represent the major influences in consumer decision-making.
The factor chosen most often as being second in importance in the
purchase of beef was also chosen most often as being third in import-
ance. This factor, amount, color, and texture of lean, was listed in
second place by 11 percent of the respondents and in third place by
13 percent. Other second place factors in order of importance according
to frequency of listing were USDA grade and/or USDA inspection
stamp, general appearance of cut, nutritive value, cost of beef, amount
and color of outside fat, and amount of marbling.
Other third place factors were cost of beef, general appearance of
cut, amount and color of outside fat, amount of bone, and "cut can be
used for more than one meal." Other single factors were mentioned by
less than 7 percent of respondents (Table 3).
TABLE 3—Most Important Factors That Influence Their Purchase of Beef as
Reported by Respondents
Reported as the
Most Second most Third most
important important important
Factor factor factor factor
Percent
USDA grade and/or USDA inspection stamp 18.4 8.7 6.5
Cost of beef 16.0 7.8 8.8
General appearance of cut 11.9 8.3 8.3
Nutritive value 8.3 8.3 4.4
Amount, color, and texture of lean 8.2 11.2 13.3
Habits of family 5.1 2.4 3.1
Favorite food of a member of the family 4.4 5.1 4.8
Amount of bone 3.6 7.0 7.8
Amount and color of outside fat 3.2 7.5 8.2
Amount of marbling 2.9 7.3 4.4
Quickness of preparation 2.7 3.2 2.4
Cut can be used for more than one meal 2.6 5.6 7.5
Ease of preparation 2.2 2.2 4.4
Suitability of cut for method of cooking 2.0 2.0 1.9
Cut can he prepared in different ways 1.9 3.4 5.4
Special occasion 1.9 3.4 1.4
Variety in meals 1.9 2.7 3.7
Available in store 1.9 2.4 2.4
Religious customs 0.7 0.9 0.9
No answer 0.3 0.5 0.5
Total 100.1 99.9 100.1
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There was considerable difference of opinion among consumers as
to which factors were most important in the selection of beef and as to
their order of importance. Thus, a weighted score was calculated from
all answers in order to evaluate more clearly the importance assigned
each factor by the respondents. The weighted score was computed by mul-
tiplying the percentages for the first choice factors by six, second choice
factors by five, third choice factors by four, fourth choice factors by
three, fifth choice factors by two, and sixth choice factors by one;
adding the weighted choices for each factor; and rounding to the
nearest whole number.
When the weighted factors were ranked from most important to least
important, the first, second, third, and fourth place unweighted factors
were among the top six weighted factors, but the order was somewhat
different. The first, second, and third place weighted factors—cost of
beef, amount, color, and texture of lean, and USDA grade and/or USDA
inspection stamp—were almost equally important with scores 215, 209,
and 204, respectively. General appearance of cut was fourth, nutritive
value or fits diet, fifth, and amount of bone, sixth. The fifth and sixth
place unweighted factors, both of which pertain to the versatility of the
cut, dropped to eighth and eleventh, respectively, when weighted
(Table 4).
TABLE 4.—Weighted Score for Factors That Influence the Purchase of Beef
Factor Score
Cost of beef 215
Amount, color, and texture of lean 209
USDA grade and/or USDA inspection stamp 204
General appearance of cut 184
Nutritious or fits diet 141
Amount of bone 136
Amount and color of outside fat 128
Cut can be used for more than one meai 120
Favorite food of a member of family 103
Amount of marbling 100
Cut can be prepared in different ways 91
Variety in meals 79
Quickness of preparation 72
Habits of family 71
Suitability of cut for method of cooking 63
Ease of preparation 58
Special occasion 48
Available in store 53
Religious customs 16
No answer 11
The Influence of Demographic Factors—The racial background of
the respondents appeared to be associated with the choice of the most
important factor in purchasing beef. More white than non-white respon-
dents listed USDA grade and/or USDA inspection stamp, while more
non-white respondents listed cost of beef. Slightly more importance
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was attached to general appearance of cut, nutritive value or fits diet,
and habits o£ family by whites; non-whites were somewhat more aware
of amount of bone as a factor in purchasing.
Certain characteristics of families strongly influence their decision
as to the most important factor in their purchase of beef. Differences due
to income level were highly significant (Chi-square test). USDA grade
and/or USDA inspection stamp was listed more often than other fac-
tors as being most important by respondents from families whose
yearly income ranged from $2,000 to $8,000 and also by those from
families with an income of $10,000 or more. Cost of beef was listed most
often by those from families having an annual income under $2,000 and
those in the $8,000 to $10,000 group. It is interesting to note that in
all income groups these two factors were either first or a close second.
The occupation of the husband seemed to influence the motivation
factors to some extent. More families in the clerical group listed USDA
grade and/or USDA inspection stamp than any other group, with the
skilled worker group second. About the same percentage of all groups
reported that the cost of beef influenced their purchase. General ap-
pearance of the cut was listed most often by the skilled and professional
groups and least often by the clerical group. The service group men-
tioned more often than other groups "cut can be used for more than
one meal," "cut suited to the method of preparation planned" and
"cut can be prepared in different ways." The unemployed and retired
group listed most often quickness of preparation, ease of preparation, and
variety in meals.
As the level-oj-living score increased, the percentage suggesting cost
of beef and quickness of preparation increased, except for the highest
income group. As the score increased, the "nutritive value of beef" in-
creased generally. Appearance of the meat and USDA grade and/or
USDA inspection stamp were included often by all groups except the
lowest group (0-2 items) . Amount of bone and amount and color of fat
decreased as level-of-living items increased.
The educational level of the homemaker made a significant difference
in responses. Homemakers classified in the elementary school and grad-
uate school groups considered cost of beef somewhat more important
than other factors, while those in the high school and college groups
attached more importance to USDA grade and /or USDA inspection
stamp and general appearance of the cut. If the husband had either
high school, college, or graduate school training, USDA grade and/or
USDA inspection stamp was considered first in importance while cost
of beef and general appearance of cut were second and third, respec-
tively. The reverse of this was true if he had an elementary school edu-
cation. The college group for both husbands and homemakers attached
more importance to nutritive value than did other groups.
The occupation of the homemaker seemed to have some influence on
beef purchasing practices. More homemakers employed in unskilled posi-
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tions indicated that general appearance of the cut should be given prime
consideration in the purchase of beef, while more importance was at-
tached to USDA grade and/or USDA inspection stamp by clerical and
professional workers and more to cost of beef by homemakers who did
not work outside the home. Workers in the clerical category, both home-
makers and husbands, listed nutritive value more often than did those in
other occupational groups. If the homemaker worked full time outside
the home, regardless of occupation type, she placed most emphasis on
USDA grade and/or USDA stamp; if she was employed part time, slightly
more emphasis was placed on general appearance of cut; and if she did
not work outside the home at all, cost of beef was mentioned slightly
more often than other factors.
Motivations Interpreted From Projective Answers
Respondents were presented cartoons depicting a consumer in the
process of deciding why she purchased certain cuts of beef. The re-
spondent was free to list any number of reasons for purchasing round
steak, rib roast, ground beef, and chuck pot roast without the help of
structured answers or suggestions from the interviewer.
When the reasons for purchasing round steak, rib roast, ground
beef, and chuck pot roast were combined, the respondents listed economy
most often; flavor or good taste was the second over-all reason given by
the respondents for purchasing these specific cuts. Versatility, cut for
special preparation, and ease of preparation also ranked high among the
reasons indicated. Certain factors, notably "small amount of bone,"
"large amount of lean, little waste," and "no bone, no waste, all meat,"
appear to relate directly to "economy." When the percentages listing
these factors are combined, economy, with 39 percent, far outweighs
other factors (Table 5).
Reasons for Purchasing Round Steak—Apparently the consumer sees
the round steak as a tasty, versatile and, above all, an economical cut
of beef. This was evidenced by the fact that "economy," "like flavor or
good taste," and "cut of meat for special purpose" were listed by 27, 22,
and 17 percent, respectively, of all respondents in the survey as rea-
sons for buying round steak. The two factors mentioned next most
often—"small amount of bone" (15 percent) and "large amount of lean,
little waste" (15 percent)—relate closely to "economy." Almost 9 percent
of the respondents listed "family preference." Other individual factors
were mentioned by less than 6 percent of the respondents.
When reasons given for purchasing round steak were broken down
by certain personal data characteristics of the families, it was noted that:
(!) "Economy" was listed either first or second most often by families
in every income group and in every educational-level-of-husband group.
The percentage was slightly higher if the husband had attended grad-
uate school. It was listed more often than any other factor by every
educational-level-oj-homemaker group except elementary and by every
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TABLE 5.—Total Reasons for Purchasing Certain Cuts o£ Beef (Round Steak, Rib
Roast, Ground Beef, Chuck Roast)
Reason Number Percent*
Economy or cost 657 27.9
The flavor or good taste 519 22.1
Versatility 306 13.0
Cut for special preparation 329 14.0
Ease of preparation 219 9.3
Family preference 199 8.5
Expected tenderness 148 6.3
Small amount of bone 120 5.1
Large amount of lean, little waste 85 3.6
Nutritious 58 2.5
No bone, no waste, all meat 52 2.2
Quickness of preparation 48 2.0
Variety or a change 40 1.7
Better grade of meat 39 1.6
Appearance of meat 34 1.4
Juiciness 32 1.4
Small ammint r»f fat 17 0.7
Right amount of fat 12 0.5
Good cut of beef 7 0.3
Don't buy 395 16.8
Other reasons 87 3.7
Don't know 47 2.0
No answer 1 0.04
*Percents total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
occupation-of-ho?nemaker group except unskilled. Homemakers em-
ployed outside the home full time agreed with those who did not work
away from home that economy was the top motivating factor in purchas-
ing round steak. More w^hite respondents than non-white mentioned
economy in purchasing round steak.
Other factors of note relate closely to economy. Respondents with
an annual income under $2,000 listed "no bone" more often than any
other factor as a reason for purchasing round steak. "Small amount
of bone" was mentioned more often by respondents whose annual in-
come was between $2,000 and $4,000 than by other income groups (from
about 20 percent more than the under-$2,000 group down to about 8
percent for other groups).
(2) "Good flavor" or "good taste" was listed often by homemakers
with only an elementary school education, those employed in unskilled
occupations, and those employed only part time. This was also the
top motivating factor listed by non-white respondents; they gave this
factor as a reason for purchasing round steak about 13 percent more
often than did white respondents.
(3) "Cut of meat for special purpose" was not the top reason for
purchasing round steak but it was high on the list and received more
emphasis from some groups than others.
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(4) About 14 percent ot the respondents indicated that they did
not buy round steak (Table 6).
Reasons for Purchasing Rib Roast—By far the most popular reasons
for selecting rib roast were flavor or good taste (27 percent) and ex-
pected tenderness (16 percent), as one would normally expect. Next in
importance were economy and juiciness. No other factor was listed by
more than 5 percent of the respondents. A large proportion of this
sample (44 percent) reported they either did not purchase rib roast or
did not know why they did so (Table 6).
When answers were classified according to personal data character-
istics of families, very few differences were noted. Flavor and good taste,
and expected tenderness were almost invariably the reasons given most
frequently regardless of personal data breakdown. The higher educational
groups for both husband and homemaker gave somewhat more emphasis
to economy than other educational groups. Professionally employed
homemakers listed better cut or grade of meat twice as often as unem-
ployed homemakers and three to four times as often as homemakers
otherwise employed. Expected tenderness, economy, juiciness, better cut
or grade of meat, and family preference were all mentioned slightly more
often by white than non-white respondents as reasons for selecting rib
roast.
Reasons for Purchasing Ground Beef—Versatility and economy were
reasons given by almost one-half (44 and 40 percent, respectively) of all
respondents for purchasing ground beef. "Cut for special preparation"
was listed by exactly one-fourth. Family preference and ease of prepara-
tion rated next as reasons for purchasing ground beef. The only other
factors mentioned by more than 5 percent were flavor or good taste and
quickness of preparation (Table 6).
Classification of answers according to personal data characteristics in
most cases revealed the same ranking of reasons for purchasing ground
beef as did the totals. A few differences were noted. Flavor or good
taste was the top reason listed by homemakers employed in clerical
positions and was given considerable emphasis by respondents with an
annual family income of $2,000 to $4,000 and by homemakers with
only elementary school education. More non-white respondents also gave
this reason for their choice.
Homemakers employed full time and those employed in clerical posi-
tions attached more importance to ease of preparation than did home-
makers with graduate school education, who mentioned quickness more
often.
Reasons for Purchasing Chuck Pot Roast—The main reason given by
consumers interviewed in this study for buying chuck pot roast was
economy. This reason was given by 38 percent of the respondents. Al-
most as important w^as flavor or good taste, listed by 31 percent. Ease of





















































































































































































































































































by 9 percent, and family preference by 5 percent. Only 11 percent of the
respondents indicated that they did not buy chuck pot roast (Table 6).
When answers were classified into personal data groups, a few dif-
ferences were noted. One of the most important reasons in almost every
group was flavor or good taste. Another popular reason, ease of prepara-
tion, was listed almost twice as often by white as by non-white respond-
ents.
Homemakers who worked part time listed family preference as a
reason for buying chuck pot roast more than twice as often as did the
full-time workers. Homemakers who had attended graduate school gave
nutritive value as their reason for this purchase more often than did
homemakers with less formal education. Versatility appeared more often
as a reason for buying chuck pot roast in answers of respondents whose
husbands had college educations (30 percent).
Respondents' Guides for Predicting Tenderness in Beef
The relative importance beef purchasers attach to tenderness and
their method of evaluating a retail cut in predicting tenderness are of
major concern to persons interested in the production and the consump-
tion of beef. Not only the factors that actually determine tenderness, but
the guides that the consumer presently uses to predict tenderness are
important.
From a projective question, respondents reported that color was the
factor relied upon most often to indicate tenderness in beef. Almost half
TABLE 7.—Respondents' Guides for Predicting Tenderness in Beef
Guide for tenderness Number Percent*
Color 282 48.0
Light or bright red 26.0%
Color in general 12.4%
Dark red 9.5%
Total 47.9%
Fine grain or texture 138 23.5
Marbling 93 15.8
Choice cut of meat 88 15.0
Small amount of fat 64 10.9
Top or high grade of meat 47 8.0
Large amount of fat 38 6.5
Color of fat 37 6.3
Fresh, moist appearance 31 5.3
Firm, not hard appearance 20 3.4
Cut across grain 17 2.9
Bone in meat 13 2.2
Small size of cut 10 1.7
High cost 5 0.9
Miscellaneous 41 7.0
Don't know 66 11.2
*Percents total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
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(48 percent) of all respondents mentioned color in some way. Twenty-six
percent suggested light or bright red; 12 percent suggested color in gen-
eral; 10 percent reported medium or dark color.
The grain or texture of the meat was the second most important
indicator—24 percent of the respondents listed this factor.
The amount of fat was the third ranking guide. Sixteen percent of the
respondents mentioned marbling as an indicator of tenderness; nearly 7
percent listed a large amount of outside fat; 6 percent suggested the
color of the fat. Conversely, almost 11 percent reported that a small
amount of fat indicated tenderness. Other factors mentioned were: grade
(high or top grade), fresh or moist appearance, and firm but not hard
appearance. Perhaps of more importance, 11 percent of all respondents
reported they did not know how to detect tenderness in beef (Table 7) .
Respondents' Opinions of Outside Fat and Tenderness
An analysis of the respondents' opinions concerning the relationships
of outside fat to tenderness revealed that 83 percent of the respondents
felt that one should buy beef with outside fat; almost 16 percent said
"no." The remaining 1 percent did not know or did not answer.
But when asked their reasons for buying beef with fat, fla\'or or
taste ranked first, with 64 percent of families listing this reason, and only
24 percent of the respondents replied that it indicated tenderness. Other
reasons for buying beef with outside fat were juiciness, as an indication
of quality, and easier to prepare (Table 8).
TABLE 8.-Reasons for Purchasing Beef With Outside Fat
Reason Number Percent*
Flavor, taste 314 64.3
Tenderness 117 24.0
Juiciness 88 18.0
Indication of quality meat 53 10.9
Easier to prepare 48 9.8
To make gravy 19 3.9
Other 21 4.3
Don't know 13 2.7
*Percents based on 488 respondents who indicated that they bought beef with
outside fat. Percents total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
The Influence of Family Charac+erisfics
In a further analysis of the indications of tender beef, race seemed to
account for some differences. Three times as many white as non-white
respondents listed fat (outside and/or marbling) as an indicator of ten-
derness. Interestingly, however, a larger percentage of whites than non-
whites mentioned a small amount of fat as indicating tenderness. Little
difference due to race was noted in the association of color or texture
with tenderness.
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As income increased from low (under $2,000 to $4,000), to medium
($4,000 to $6,000), to high ($6,000 and up), more respondents associated
marbling with tenderness in the selection of beef. The same was true for
respondents who reported a large amount of fat as an indication of
tenderness and for those who recommended buying beef with fat. As the
income increased, so did the percentage of respondents who listed ten-
derness and juiciness as reasons for buying beef with outside fat.
As the occupational status of the husband increased, the number of
respondents listing color as an indication of tenderness decreased. Light
or bright red lean was more often associated with tenderness of beef by
the service, clerical, and skilled groups. With the exception of the pro-
fessional group, the number of respondents associating fine grain or
texture with tenderness increased as the occupational status increased.
Marbling, as indicating tenderness in beef, was listed more often by the
clerical and professional groups.
As the level-of-living score increased, the percentage of respondents
suggesting marbling as an indication of tender beef increased. As the
level-of-living score decreased, respondents listing light or bright red
lean as an indication increased. Persons whose score was either high or
low associated fine grain or texture with tenderness less often than did
those in the middle groups.
As the education of the homemaker increased, the number reporting
large amount of fat, fine grain or texture, and marbling, as tenderness
indications, increased.
As the husband's educational level increased, a larger percentage of
respondents suggested marbling as an indication of tender beef (Appen-
dix Table 1)
.
Sources of Help in Learning to Select Meat
One factor to be considered in working with persons who buy and use
meat is the source of help in learning to select meat, or how consumers
learned what they know about meat selection. What or where are the
channels for information on meat selection from the reseacher to the
consumer?
Two questions were designed to obtain this information, one with
structured answers to check, and one, a projective-type question without
any suggestions of answers. The projective question was placed near the
beginning of the questionnaire, the structured one later. The structured-
answer question drew more responses (1,576) than did the projective
question (703). Very few other differences were apparent between the two
methods of questioning. These are discussed with the respective questions.
In the aggregative analysis, trial and error or experience was listed
most often in both structured and projective questions. In the projec-
tive, 49 percent of the respondents listed trial and error, 17 percent listed
mother, family, friends, and about 14 percent listed both butcher and
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FIG. 1.—Sources of Help in Learning to Select Meat, as Reported by Respondents.
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Magazine and newspaper articles and ads
Husband
Television programs ond ads
Cookbooks
Home economics courses




Extension Service bulletins or clossest^J ^-^
1.3
Other and don't know
husband. Home economics classes came in fifth position with 6 percent.
Magazines and newspapers, cooking schools, television, Extension Serv-
ice, and USDA publications each were listed as helpful by less than 2
percent of the respondents.
In response to the structured questions where answers were given to
check, trial and error was indicated by 60 percent of the respondents;
butcher rated second with 47 percent; mother, family, friends, was third
with 38 percent. Magazine and newspaper articles and advertisements
were indicated as a source of help by 28 percent of respondents, and
husband was mentioned next by 22 percent.
More persons in structured than in projective questions indicated
television and cookbooks helped in learning to select meat. Home eco-
nomics classes were listed by 13 percent of the respondents to structured
questions — t^vice as often as in the projective question. Cooking schools,
USDA publications, radio, leaflets from food companies, and Extension
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Service ^veie lisied least olten, as was true for the projective test
(Figure 1).
The Influence of Family Characteristics
\Vlien sources ot help in selecting meat were analyzed according to
demographic data a lew differences were detected between responses by
white and non-white families. From both the structured and projective
questions, the butcher was listed as being helpful more often by white
respondents than by the non-white. The same was true when the husband
was suggested as a source of help. More than twice as many non-white
as white respondents reported using television as a source in the struc-
tured questions. Also, newspaper and magazine articles were listed as
helpful sources more by non-white (31 percent) than white home-
makers (26 percent).
Inco7ne of families seemed to indicate few differences in sources of
help in selecting meat. Few^er persons in the upper income groups re-
ported using television as a help in learning meat selection. Both the
projective and structured responses indicated the husband in the middle
income group helped slightly more with selecting meat. The upper in-
come group reported greater use of cookbooks in meat selection than
did the middle or lower groups.
The projective answers revealed a relation between the occupation of
the husband and the sources of help used in selecting meat. The re-
spondents of the service and professional occupation groups used trial
and error or practice more often as an aid for learning to select meat
than did the unemployed, skilled or clerical groups. The husbands in
the skilled category helped more in learning to select meat, while infor-
mation gained from work outside the home was of greater benefit to
those in the unemployed and retired group. The structured answers
showed that as the occupational status increased so did the number of
respondents using a cookbook as a basis of selecting meat.
In both the structured and projective answers, the number of
respondents who suggested the butcher as a source of help in selecting
meat increased as the level-oj-living score increased.
Education of the homemaker accounted for some differences in sourc-
es of help in learning to select meat. Homemakers with elementary or no
education listed trial and error more often than did those with higher
education. As the level of education increased, the number of respond-
ents who listed home economics courses as being helpful in selecting
meat increased. The same was true for "newspapers and magazines."
As the educational level of the husband increased, the percentage
of hom,emakers reporting trial and error, butcher, and husband as help-
ful in learning to select meat increased in the structured answers. In the
projective answers, home economics courses were listed as being helpful
more often by the respondents whose husbands had college training than
by those whose husbands had only high school or elementary training
(Appendix Tables 2 and 3).
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Consumer Shopping Habits
Who Usually Buys the Meat?
Meat purchasing was done by the wife or homemaker in slightly more
than 75 percent of the households interviewed. The wife and husband
together or the husband alone made the meat purchases in most of the
other households— 13 and 9 percent, respectively. Purchases were made
by other persons in only about 3 percent of the households (Table 9).
TABLE 9.—Person Who Usually Purchases the Meat
Person Number Percent
Wife 443 75.3
Wife and husband 78 13.3
Husband 51 8.7
Other 15 2.6
No answer 1 0.2
Total 588 100.1
As one might expect, full-time homemakers made meat purchases
alone more often, while husbands of full-time and part-time employed
women more often helped with purchasing meat.
Certain characteristics of families seemed to have an effect on who
usually purchased the meat. More homemakers purchased meat for
families whose incomes were either under $2,000 or over $8,000 annually
than those in the middle group. The percentage of wives who purchased
the meat increased generally as the educational and occupational level of
the husband increased. The education and occupation of the homemaker
did not have the same effect. If the family owned their home, and es-
pecially if they owned a home freezer, the husband and wife together
and the husband alone purchased meat more often than if they were not
owners.
The wife, in families composed of three to five members, purchased
meat slightly more often than did those in families having either more
or fewer members. The percentage of wives who did the meat purchasing
increased with the age of the homemaker. Husbands of homemakers un-
der 30 years of age took a more active part in the purchase of meat than
did those of older homemakers. Slightly more white than non-white hus-
bands helped their wives in purchasing meat (Appendix Table 4).
Do Husbands Help Decide on Meat?
Results of this study indicate that the husband plays an important
role in deciding the kind and cut of meat that the homemaker serves
her family. About 32 percent of the husbands helped decide what
meats were served. But in contrast 37 percent of the husbands did not
participate in such decisions (Table 10).
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TABLE 10.—Percentage of Husbands Who Help Decide on Meat
Item Number Percent
Husbands usually help decide on meat 188 32.0
Husbands do not help decide 218 37.1
Husbands sometimes help decide 53 9.0
No husband 118 20.1
No answer 11 1.9
Total 588 100.1
Younger husbands apparently took a more active part in deciding
what meat would be served. Generally speaking, the number of husbands
helping to decide decreased as the age of the homemaker increased.
Do Husbands Help Shop?
Slightly more than 50 percent of the husbands of all respondents
helped in shopping for groceries. But almost 28 percent of the home-
makers reported no assistance from their husbands. Most of the other
homemakers had no husbands. Forty-two percent of the respondents
reported that their husbands sometimes shopped alone (Table 11).
TABLE II.—Frequency of Husbands Who Shop for Food
Husband shops Husband sometimes
Response with homemaker shops alone
(Number) (Percent) (Number) (Percent)
Yes 295 50.2 249 42.3
No 162 27.6 187 31.8
No husband 120 20.4 120 20.4
No answer 11 1.9 32 5.4
Total 588 100.1 588 99.9
When Are Meat Purchasing Decisions Made?
Whether the consumer decides at the store what meat she will pur-
chase or before getting to the store may be of particular interest to
persons concerned with the marketing of beef. Ten percent more families
TABLE 12.—Tune of Deciding What Meat to Purchase
Time of decision Number Percent
Before getting to store 316 53.8
At the store 257 43.7
Other 11 1.9
No answer 4 0.7
Total 588 100.1
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indicated that they decided what meat to purchase before getting to the
store (54 percent as compared with 44 percent, Table 12).
In general, the frequency of deciding before getting to the store in-
creased with the educational level of the homemaker and was slightly
higher for respondents ha\ing an income of SI 0,000 or more, for re-
spondents 70 )ears of age or older, and for respondents who were non-
white.
Why Purchase at a Certain Store?
Reasons given most frequently for purchasing meat at a particular
store were "quality of meat," "economy, low price, or on sale," and
"convenience of location." Around 12 percent gave "do other shopping
there" or "freshly cut meat" each as a reason. Other reasons, as shown in
Table 13, were of minor relative importance.
TABLE 13.—Reasons for Purchasing Meat at a Certain Store
Reason Number Percent*
Quality of meat 288 49.0
Economy, low price, or on sale 179 30.4
Convenience of location 158 26.9
Do other shopping there 73 12.4
Fresh meat or freshly cut meat 67 11.4
Owners or clerks are good friends;
or used to work there 46 7.8
Good or wide selection 45 7.7
Butcher cuts meat to order or special orders 25 4.3
Delivery, credit, or telephone orders accepted 25 4.3
Clean or good store 24 4.1
Cash checks, give green stamps, or special sen ice 17 2.9
Special packaging of meat 16 2.7
Habit 15 2.6
Store sells hea-vy beef 5 0.9
Am looking for better place to shop 4 0.7
Wholesale prices 4 0.7
Familiar with store or location of items 3 0.5
Other reasons 18 3.1
*Percents total more than 100 because of multiple responses.
The Chi-square test was applied to answers obtained, by grouping
responses according to certain personal data factors to determine whether
the observed differences among groups were significant.
Income accounted for highly significant differences in reasons for
purchasing meat at a certain store. The percentage of families who
listed quality as a reason for buying meat at a certain store decreased
as annual family income decreased. Families whose income ranged from
S4,000 to S8,000 were more concerned ^vith economy than ^vere those ^vith
lower income and especially more than those ^vith higher income.
Both education of husband and education of homemaker accounted
for highly significant differences. In general, respondents with higher
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education listed quality of meat more frequently as a reason for mak-
ing purchases at a specific store.
As the occupational level of husbands increased, the percentage of
respondents listing quality increased; conversely, the percentage listing
economy decreased. Full-time homemakers were more concerned with
economy and less concerned with convenient location than homemakers
who worked.
Age of the male and/or female heads of household accounted for some
differences in reasons for purchasing at a certain store. The middle age
groups were more concerned with quality, while the older respondents
were less concerned with economy than were those who were younger.
"Do other shopping there" was the reason given third most frequently by
homemakers under 30 years of age. The size of the family had some
effect on the answers of some respondents. Families with three to five
members and the one-member households listed quality more than did
other size families. Economy was more important to families having six
or more members.
Race made a highly significant difference in reasons for purchasing
at a certain store. White respondents listed quality more often, while
non-white respondents listed economy more often.
How Often Do Consumers Buy Meat?
The frequency of purchasing meat varies with individual families
and may be affected by various factors. Meat purchases were made about
once a week by slightly more than half of the families in this sample.
About one-fifth made meat purchases every two or three days, and about
one-seventh did so only once in two weeks (Table 14)
.
TABLE 14.—Frequency of Purchasing Meat
Frequency of purchasing Number Percent
Nearly every day 28 4.8
Every two or three days 120 20.4
About once a week 322 54.8
About once in two weeks 80 13.6
About once in three weeks 1 0.2
About once a month or less 20 3.4
Other 14 2.4
No answer 3 0.5
Total 588 100.1
Respondents in the highest income level (| 10,000 or more) purchased
meat more frequently than did those in any other income group. Those
having an income of less than $2,000 made slightly more once-a-month
purchases than other groups. As might be expected, respondents who
did not own freezers made meat purchases slightly more often than
those who did.
24





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































74 14 9 3 0
Colored (161) 78 11 8 3 0
Family Income
Low (278) 76 12 9 3 0
Medium (178) 84 20 11 2 1
High (99) 81 9 7 3 0
Occupation of husband
Unemployed (52) 60 15 14 11 0
Service (72) 67 19 11 3 0
Skilled (151) 66 18 15 1 1
Clerical (39) 72 21 8 0 0
Professional (153) 79 14 7 0 0
Level-of-living score
0- 2 (89) 85 10 2 2 0
3- 5 (248) 71 9 17 4 0
6- 8 (148) 74 8 16 9 0
9-11 (66) 77 8 14 2 0
12-18 (27) 84 8 8 0 0
Educational level of husband
Elementary (151) 68 17 11 3 0




College (142) 77 13 9 1 0
Educational level of homemaker
Elementary (155) 79 10 9 3 0
High school (287) 74 16 8 2 0
College (139) 77 14 7 3 0
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